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Executive summary 
As in many southern African countries, cattle is the traditional indicator of wealth in Swaziland and, 
since prestige is derived from the number of cattle owned rather than their quality or commercial value, 
overgrazing is rife. There is however an opportunity for smallholder livestock keepers to increase their 
income from livestock sales as national and regional demand for meat is increasing and there are unmet 
export quotas for Europe (European Union and Norway). 
Extensive production systems are common for cattle producers with little investment as capital is 
limited to buy inputs and adopt new technologies in order to increase productivity and improve the 
quality of their animals. The above and dependency on rainfall, have been making formal lenders 
hesitate to disburse loans to farmers to boost productivity. However, increased access to irrigated land 
through various rural development programs such as the Lower Usuthu smallholder irrigation project 
(LUSIP) offers new opportunities to farmers. There is a potential to start grass/forage based fattening of 
animals which will significantly reduce the production costs and improve quality.  
The research conducted looks into cattle producers, fatteners and traders’ production and marketing 
behavior and access to credit in two areas of Swaziland in order to inform the development of a financial 
instrument (a loan) that will help producers, fatteners and traders improve their competitiveness.  
The initial study (focus group discussions) was conducted between October 2013 and February 2014 
followed by individual in depth interviews that lasted up to June 2014. In total one hundred and eleven 
persons were interviewed: fifty three cattle producers, thirty six cattle fatteners and twenty two cattle 
traders. The average age of cattle producers is 50.3 years, and 51.3 years for cattle traders. Cattle 
fatteners have the lowest average years (45.4), and mostly females (44%) compared to the producers 
and traders groups. The collected data was coded and entered into excel and analysed using STATA 
version 13.0. 
Main findings are: 
• Sales of beef cattle are the main source of income for all three groups, although this is of least
importance for cattle traders. Traders obtain more than one third of their income from other
agricultural activities such as livestock production, fattening, transport, etc. The high percentage
of revenue derived from livestock by producers and fatteners is because many of them are
unemployed and have no other source of income, selling a head of cattle will pay for household
expenditures including school fees. About one third of cattle producers interviewed had not sold
cattle in the past two years. Revenues from sugarcane farming contribute 30 to 35% for
producers and fatteners. Around half of the producers, almost all fatteners and two thirds of
traders interviewed were part of an association.
• The area surveyed falls under Swazi national land. The average land size for cattle producers,
fatteners and traders interviewed was 3.5, 2.3 and 3.8 hectares respectively. This land is mainly
used for vegetables, maize and cotton farming. During the off-season, cattle are allowed to
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graze in the fields. Apart from land and cattle ownership, farmers own a number of assets such 
as vehicles, plough, and permanent houses. 
• All three groups deal with multiple livestock species (cattle, goats, sheep, pigs and chickens).
Forty-one per cent of cattle producers own less than ten animals. For cattle fatteners, livestock
ownership is almost evenly distributed for herd size of up to 50 cattle. Almost all the traders
have been involved in cattle trading activities with different intensities during the past 12
months. Herd composition varies; more than half of the herds of producers are cows older than
4 years. Fatteners have mostly animals less than 24 months of age for both sexes.
• Extensive systems are the most common for cattle producers and cattle fatteners. Twenty-five
per cent of fatteners has indicated the exclusive use of stall-feed system (zero grazing), while
other cattle producers and cattle fatteners indicated relying mostly on grazing supplemented in
the dry season. Only 7% of the fatteners use commercial feed. The use of sugarcane tops still
very low among farmers albeit this residue of the sugarcane industry is abundant in the region.
• The average number of cattle sold during the last 12 months by cattle producers is 3.47; traders
sold 37 and fatteners 18. The two main market channels for all groups are butchers and
Swaziland Meat Industries (SMI). For producers, selling to other producers is also important.
Producers are the most important cattle suppliers. There is a preference to purchase animals up
to 2 years, although purchase of 3–5 year male cattle and old cows during the last 12 months
does also happen. About half of the traders indicated that the quantity of animals on offer was
less than in previous years, while the others thought it had remained the same or even
increased. Seventy-three per cent of traders operate only in the Lubombo region. For producers,
the mean selling price of cattle is SZL4382.68/animal. Cattle fatteners mostly sell animals on the
basis of live weight (in Emalangeni per kilogram), the mean price being 20.51 SZL/kg (USD2/kg).
• All existing agreements among the different groups are verbal and the following aspects are
considered: time of sale, price, body condition, weight, age, animal health, regime followed,
conditions and timing of payments and transport of animal at the time of sale. The majority of
respondent groups are willing to be on a written contractual fattening agreement with the other
stakeholder. Almost two-thirds of both cattle fatteners and cattle traders accepted to bear
these operational costs. The majority of cattle producers prefer sharing the benefits with the
traders rather than asking for a fixed amount.
• Access to extension services is below 40% and knowledge on the use of suitable feed resources
to fatten the animals is limited or inexistent among respondents. Access to market information
is high (over 64%); for other farmers, extension services and buyers are important sources of
information.
• Almost all cattle fatteners and traders have a bank account compared to 70% of producers. Only
around half of all respondents have access to credit for livestock/farming activities mostly due
to lack of collaterals. Informal sources of credit such as friends/relatives were the most sited
source of borrowing money for cattle producers and cattle fatteners. Almost two thirds of the
traders declared preferring getting the loan individually and directly from the financial
institution.
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1. Introduction and background
Beef consumption is rising throughout the southern Africa region, providing opportunities on local, 
national and regional markets (IAASTD 2007; World Bank 2007). A variety of export initiatives, increased 
consumer income, population growth, and urbanization of southern African countries (growing influence 
of supermarkets), have increased the demand for quality beef, differentiated by grades and requiring 
formal slaughter and inspection (Katz and Boland 2000; McDermott et al. 2010; Scoones et al. 2010). 
This increase in demand should ideally translate to increasing income for cattle farmers including 
smallholders. However, as production is not market oriented incomes from livestock are low and 
irregular for many smallholders in the region. 
The increased demand for livestock and livestock products - livestock revolution (Delgado et al., 1999) - 
in the European Union (EU) markets has also brought about opportunities for countries in southern 
Africa. The region was able to negotiate a deal with the EU for export of boneless beef under a 
generous reduced tariff, thus opening new markets and enabling the payment of premium prices to 
farmers (Scoones and Wolmer 2008). Some southern African countries such as Namibia and Swaziland 
have been allocated quotas for beef exports to the EU under the Lome’s Convention 
(Sartorius Von Bach et al. 1998).  
Under this trade agreement, commercial beef producers have been gaining premium prices while 
smallholder farmers were excluded because inferior quality animals due amongst others to lack access 
to financial markets, land, irrigation, and production chains. Developing countries have initiated policies 
that promote, develop and encourage smallholder cattle farmers to produce into a more market 
oriented way.  
New opportunities have risen for Swaziland as recently the quota allocated to the country to supply 
boneless beef to the EU and Norway markets was increased (by 90% for the Norway market), and local 
demand for livestock products remains high. Furthermore, Swaziland Meat Industries (SMI), the 
country’s only exporting abattoir, is adding more production lines that will focus on processed meat 
products. This will result in value addition in this industry and will reduce importation of these products. 
This is another development that may encourage farmers to engage more in commercialization.  
On the supply side, there are also a number of developments happening that may encourage increased 
cattle production and commercialization. The Swaziland the Livestock Development Policy provides the 
policy framework for smallholder farmers to improve their social and economic status through improved 
cattle production and commercialization. Access to irrigated land by smallholder farmers allow for 
improved production through growing of forages as well as the use of crop residues for animal feeding 
from the sugar cane industry. This area is still very under developed with most cattle farmers keeping 
their animals in extensive systems without supplementation.  
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In 2011 Lidwala Insurance Company introduced an agricultural insurance package targeted at both the 
small and large commercial farmers. The package includes a comprehensive livestock policy which 
covers various livestock species. This access to insurance has encouraged commercial banks and 
microfinance institutions to invest in agricultural production although no particular financial products 
have been made available to date. 
As in many southern African countries, cattle is the traditional indicator of wealth in Swaziland and, 
since prestige is derived from the number of cattle owned rather than their quality or commercial value, 
overgrazing is rife. Many of the cattle are grazed on communal Swazi nation land (SNL), and there is 
therefore no incentive to preserve pastures and avoid overgrazing. As a result, Swaziland has one of the 
highest density grazing rates in Africa, one beast to each 1.6 hectares (Vilakati, 1994). This situation is 
further aggravated by the continuously expanding areas dedicated to sugar cane production reducing 
the available grazing area.  
The subsistence nature of livestock rearing in the country characterized by weak and low investments in 
the sector and poor linkages of most farmers to formal markets and value addition chains has led to low 
cattle off-take. According to data from 1998 (FAO), off take is 6.3% for smallholders on SNL which is 
similar to figures for the communal areas in South Africa (6%) (Scholtz and Bester 2010). Cattle 
production, and more particularly the beef industry value addition, is of little interest to investors and to 
the financial sector beyond a small number of large scale producers with strong links to or also owning 
slaughterhouses, processing and retailing facilities. 
Farmers generally need working capital to buy inputs and adopt new technologies in order to increase 
their agricultural productivity and improve the quality of their produce. Access to formal credit from 
financial and/or microfinance institutions is a key point. Dependency on rainfall and poor farming 
systems, have been making formal lenders hesitate to disburse loans to farmers for large-scale 
investments to boost productivity. In addition, a land title is one of the essential prerequisites for loan 
qualification set by the lending institutions, but which has been denied to most small-holder farmers. 
Smallholders in Swaziland are located in SNL, thus do not possess a land title. 
Despite various interventions of supplier-led approaches to credit, limited success has been achieved in 
improving access to credit, and Swaziland is still searching for better ways to improve access to credit for 
smallholder farmers. If the aim is to reduce poverty of smallholder farmers and to promote rural 
economic development, a shift in paradigm to a demand-driven approach in rural financial market is the 
way forward (Manganhele 2010). In Swaziland, there has been a renewal of interest in improving access 
to agricultural credit especially for sugarcane and vegetable farmers (Msibi 2009). Cattle farmers are still 
lagging behind as the livestock sub-sector is engulfed by poor animal husbandry practices, and limited 
market incentives.  
Few comprehensive attempts have been made to analyse Swaziland’s credit policy for smallholder 
farmers in order to improve smallholders’ access to credit. In Swaziland, smallholders have been 
targeted in a large number of projects with multiple pro-poor development objectives. In some cases 
these have been strongly technical and organizational in impact, with somewhat limited power to 
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integrate the value chain to deliver business models that sustain the associated income streams 
(Wetengere and Kihongo 2012). Many attempts to support the establishment of feedlots or organizing 
livestock auctions in dry areas have failed mostly because they were not economically viable (grain-fed 
fattening systems are expensive) or due to the low prices paid to farmers (Msibi 2009). 
This study is part of an International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) funded project 
implemented by the International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) which aim is to enhance 
smallholders’ cattle famers’ access to credit form formal lending institutions through the 
implementation of a viable lending scheme directed to cattle producers, cattle fatteners and cattle 
traders. The main objectives of this study are to: i. characterize the type of producers, fatteners and 
traders involved in the beef value chain as well as their production systems and marketing channels; ii. 
determine the current credit access status of smallholder cattle producers, fatteners and traders; and iii. 
assess cattle producers and fatteners’ willingness to adhere to a contractual fattening scheme with 
cattle traders and the different modalities that such contracts should include. 
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2. Methodology
2.1. Study region
The study was conducted in the Swaziland Water and 
Agriculture Development Enterprise (SWADE) project areas, as 
shown by the green colour in Figure 1, in the Lubombo District 
about 300 km from Mbabane (Capital city of Swaziland) and in 
the Hhohho District about 170 km from Mbabane. The study 
area is located in the lowveld which is one of the ecological 
zones in Swaziland. This area was chosen because of various 
SWADE implemented projects: LUSIP; Lower Usuthu 
smallholder irrigation project–Global Environment Facility 
(LUSIP-GEF) and the Komati downstream development project 
(KDDP). 
These projects allow smallholder rural farmers to have access 
to irrigated land for sugarcane farming and other agricultural 
activities and at the same time being able to conserve natural 
resources and the environment. 
The mean annual rainfall ranges from 440 mm to 570 mm and 
the mean annual evapo-transpiration is 2,057 mm. About 70% 
of the annual rainfall within the hot summer rainy season is 
from October to March. The mean annual temperature in winter ranges from a minimum of 5°C to a 
maximum of 20°C. 
2.2. Sampling 
As mentioned in the introduction section, three types of stakeholders participating into the beef 
value chain in Swaziland have been targeted:  
• Smallholders, either facing grazing constraints in dry or remote locations (graziers). These are
referred hereafter as cattle producers.
• Smallholders with access to fodder/feed who are located in irrigated areas1 but do not have
capital for livestock purchase (potential fatteners). Some of these stakeholders have already
been involved in cattle fattening activities. We will refer to this group as cattle fatteners , and
1 This category of smallholder farmers are generally either not included in sugarcane growing schemes or are exploring 
opportunities for diversifying their production from sugarcane. 
Figure 1. Selected study areas under SWADE 
project 
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• Rural cattle traders and those developing small enterprises for rural economic
development.
Exhaustive lists from the three types of stakeholders have been elaborated from individual data 
provided by SWADE, the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) and local committees. Table 1 reports the 
different locations, districts, and the type of actors involved segmented by the gender. 
From the above list of stakeholders, a stratified random sampling procedure was applied. Random 
selected samples were obtained from each type of actors leading to a total one hundred and eleven 
(111) numbers of interviewed stakeholders and composed as: fifty three (53) cattle producers, twenty
two (22) cattle traders and thirty six (36) cattle fatteners. In few cases some farmers2 were not available
or it was not possible to contact them, in that case they have been replaced by other respondents from
a “reserve” random list. Socio-demographic characteristics of sampled farmers are summarized in Table
2. Most individuals who own cattle are males this especially the case of cattle producers and cattle
traders (this trend is also observed in other developing countries in Africa). Women are more presents
when it comes to cattle fattening activities. The average age of cattle producers is 50.3 years, and 51.3
years for cattle traders. Cattle fatteners have the lowest average years (45.4), and mostly females (44%)
compared to the producers and traders groups.
Table 1. Project targeted stakeholder lists. 
Location District Type of actors Number of members Project site type 
Sihoye Lubombo Feedlotters 7 women KDDP 
13 men 
Madlenya Lubombo Feedlotters 18 men LUSIP 
14 women 
Siphofaneni Lubombo Feedlotters 17 women LUSIP 
24 men 
Gamula Lubombo Feedlotters 9 women LUSIP 2 
13 men 
Ndzevane Lubombo Producers 194 owners LUSIP-GEF 
Lubuli Lubombo Producers 107 owners LUSIP-GEF 
Mangweni Lubombo Producers 99 homesteads KDDP 
Sihoye Lubombo Producers 115 homesteads KDDP 
Sithobela Lubombo Producers 132 Homesteads LUSIP 
Siphofaneni Lubombo Producers 106 homesteads LUSIP-GEF 
Tshaneni Lubombo Traders 5 men KDDP 
1 woman 
Gamula Lubombo Traders 5 men LUSIP 2 
Siphofaneni Lubombo Traders 6 men LUSIP 
1 woman 
Sithobela Lubombo Traders 8 males LUSIP-GEF 
1 woman 
2 The term “farmers” will refer hereafter to the three types of actors: cattle producers, cattle fatteners and cattle traders. 
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Fifty-eight per cent of cattle producers had formal education and 9% had informal education while 
almost one third were illiterate (respondents older than 60 years). Cattle fatteners had the highest 
percentage of secondary school education (36%). Out of all the cattle farmers, cattle traders (14%) had 
tertiary level of education with 6% of cattle fatteners while cattle producers had none. On average cattle 
farmers were in-between informal and primary school education level. 
Table 2. Socio-demographic characteristics of the sampled actors 






Gender (%) Male 71.7 55.6 90.9 
Female 28.3 44.4 9.1 
Age (years) Mean 50.3 (13.1) 45.4 (13.2) 51.3 (11.8) 
Min/medium/max 28/53/75 21/46.5/70 29/51.5/82 
Education (%) Illiterate 32.1 25.0 0.0 
Literate 9.5 8.3 22.8 
Primary 35.8 25.0 50.0 
Secondary 22.6 36.1 13.6 
Tertiary 0.0 5.6 13.6 
*Figures in parentheses are standard deviations
2.3. Data collection 
Data was collected from both primary and secondary data sources. Focus group discussion (FGD) with 
cattle producers, fatteners and traders were first conducted during the period of October 2013–
February 2014 to collect general information on cattle famers’ husbandry practices as well as the 
relationships between the different actors involved in the value chain. In a second step, the information 
collected through FGDs was complemented by face-to-face interviews with the three types of 
stakeholders during the period of April-June 2014. Both open-ended and closed ended questions were 
used in the questionnaires because of the nature of the data that had to be collected from each group of 
stakeholders. Data that were collected through the questionnaires comprises of each stakeholders’ 
socio-economic characteristics, cattle production and marketing practices, income received from cattle 
trading and other activities, involvement in contractual agreements and, access to credit. The 
questionnaires for cattle producers/fatteners and cattle traders are reported at the end of this 
document in Appendix 1 and 2 respectively. 
Secondary data were obtained from the MoA, Department of Veterinary and Livestock Services, SWADE, 
GIS unit from the LUSIP information management system (LIMS) department and the internet using 
published and unpublished documents. 
2.4. Data analysis 
The collected data was coded and entered into excel and analysed using STATA version 13.0. Descriptive 
analysis was mainly used to analyse the data accompanied in some cases by graphics and figures to a 
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better visualization of the results. For specific variables, cross-tables were estimated to assess possible 
correlation between these variables. 
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3. Results and discussion
3.1. Main business activities and source of income
As expected, cattle husbandry is the main business activities for the majority of cattle producers (91%), 
while for cattle fatteners, cattle production is the main source of income for two thirds of the 
respondents, and only 41% of cattle traders confirmed that cattle trading is their main business activity. 
Cattle farmers are generally involved in other agricultural and/or non-agricultural activities (Figure 2). 
Taking into account that the respondents were sampled from the LUSIP and KDDP areas where 
sugarcane and vegetable production are the main agricultural activities, 30% and 36% of cattle 
producers and cattle fatteners respectively depend on sugarcane farming. 
Figure 2. Major sources of income among the different actors 
Due to diversification, 30% of cattle producers depend on other agricultural activities, such as vegetable 
and maize production. In addition to cattle trading, cattle traders are also involved in other activities 
such as farming and retailing (mainly as meat retailers). 
From a list of different items, respondents were asked to specify exactly which type of livestock and 
other agricultural related activities they are engaged in. Results (Figure 3) confirm the previous ones and 
what was expected. In fact, livestock producers are mainly concerned with livestock production and 
cropping, with few of them who are also providing slaughtering services. Almost the same pattern is 
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livestock fattening. Occasionally some fatteners could also be involved in other related activities such as 
transport, slaughtering or meat retailing. 
As expected, traders are involved in many livestock and agricultural activities which enable them to 
reduce risk by diversifying their activities and generate additional incomes and liquidity. These activities 
vary from livestock production, fattening, transport, slaughtering, up to meat processing and retailing. 
Almost a fifth of the respondents from the traders’ group also indicated that they are involved in 
cropping. 
Figure 3. Farmers’ livestock and agricultural related activities*
Respondents were asked to rank the three main types of livestock species they are involved with in 
production and or/marketing activities (Figure 4). The first result is that, as expected, all cattle producers 
and cattle traders indicated cattle among the ranking of the three important species. This is not the case 
of fatteners where only 69% of them ranked cattle among the three main important species. In fact, in 
this group some fatteners have abandoned cattle fattening activities from many years because it was 
not economically viable. It’s important to highlight that all traders as well as almost all producers ranked 
cattle as the first most important species, while for fatteners this proportion goes down to 72% (from 























*Multiple selection was possible 
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Figure 4. Main types of livestock produced/marketed*
The second result from the analysis is that more than two-thirds of cattle traders are also trading other 
livestock species especially poultry, goats and pigs. This proportion is even higher (three-quarter) in the 
case of cattle producers who also rear poultry or goats, and less (slightly more than half) for cattle 
fatteners who are also involved in poultry or piggery activities. 
The mean level of monthly income in other business activities for both cattle producers and fatteners, 
and cattle traders ranges between SZL1,000–2,000 and SZL2,001–5,0003, respectively. The share of 
income from cattle trading for cattle traders is 40% of their overall income. The high percentage of 
cattle producers (72%) deriving their income from beef cattle is attributed to the fact that most cattle 
producers are unemployed, they sell cattle for household income and to pay school fees. But this does 
not mean that they are involved in beef cattle production commercially. About 28% of cattle producers 
interviewed had not sold cattle in the past two years. This has led to the encouragement of cattle 
producers to commercialize livestock production in order to derive more income from the business and 
improve the economic status of livestock production in the country. 
3.2. Cattle farmers’ endowment 
Land is the most important asset as the majority of the respondents derived their livelihood from farm-based 
activities. The area surveyed falls under SNL, which is held in trust for the nation by the King through Chiefs 
who allocate usufruct rights to individual Swazi families or inherited from relatives. From the results, it can be 
gathered that the average land size for cattle producers, fatteners and traders interviewed was 3.5, 2.3 and 























*Multiple selection was possible 
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3.8 ha respectively. This land is mainly used for vegetables, maize and cotton farming. During the off-season, 
cattle are allowed to graze in the fields. A minority of the cattle farmers interviewed either share land with 
other family members or members of their association for farming (sugar cane or vegetable production). 
Table 3. Assets’ ownership 
Asset Cattle producers (%) 
(n=53) 
Cattle fatteners (%) 
(n=36) 
Cattle traders (%) 
(n=22) 
Rental buildings 1.9 0.0 9.1 
Permanent home 98.1 91.7 100.0 
Vehicle ownership 20.8 25.0 54.5 
Land 86.8 72.2 77.3 
Others 
Plough 0.0 4.5 
Bicycle 7.5 8.0 0.0 
Assets’ ownership of cattle farmers are reported in Table 3. Apart from land and cattle ownership, 
farmers own a number of assets such as vehicles, plough, and permanent houses. Only minority of cattle 
farmers from SNL own rental buildings in urban areas. Assets play a crucial role when it comes to access 
to credit as they are considered as collateral. From the survey results cattle farmers do not have assets 
that can be considered as collateral when taking up a loan for livestock production because their 
permanent houses are located in SNL (not considered as collateral), and most of their vehicles are 
imports (insurance companies do not insure this category of cars). 
3.3. Livestock ownership 
In general, livestock keeping forms part of the Swazi tradition and is still considered a source of social 
status. From the survey results, all cattle farmers interviewed own livestock such as, cattle, goat, sheep 
and chicken. For cattle traders, trading activities (number of cattle purchased and number of cattle sold 
during the last year), was documented and results indicated that almost all the traders (95%) have been 
involved in cattle trading activities with different intensities. Figure 5 shows cattle distribution among 
cattle producers and fatteners. Farmers interviewed owned cattle ranging from 2 to 74. The number 
may not necessarily represent the actual number of cattle owned by the farmer as some respondents 
were reluctant to reveal their real cattle numbers. The government of Swaziland through the Swaziland 
Revenue Authority is investigating and exploring ways on how cattle farmers can start paying tax (Times 
of Swaziland 2014). Cattle ownership distribution is skewed with 41% of cattle producers owning less 
than 10 cattle while at the other extreme, 2% have more than 60 cattle. The rest of cattle producers fall 
within this continuum. For cattle fatteners, livestock ownership is almost evenly distributed for herd size 
of up to 50 cattle. Only 3% of cattle fatteners own more than 60 animals. 
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Figure 5. Cattle distribution among cattle producers and fatteners (%) 
The composition of the herd size is reported in Table 4. The mean herd size for cattle producers and 
fatteners are 17.4 and 18.4 respectively with high standard deviations, which confirms the disparity of 
cattle ownership within both groups. More cattle producers have female cattle than male cattle. 
Table 4. Composition of herd size*
Variable Cattle producers (%) Cattle fatteners (%) 
(n=53) (n=36) 
Composition: 
<6 months males 
<6 months females 
6–24 months males 
6–24 months females 
2–4 years males 



















Average herd size** 17.5 (14.6) 18.4 (19.2) 
*Multiple selection was possible
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Forty per cent of cattle producers own male cattle older than four years (Min=1; Max=9; Mean=3.4), 
while 22% of cattle fatteners own this category of cattle. Results also indicate that most cattle farmers 
own young cattle than old cattle, which could points out to a possible increase in cattle fattening 
activities and a possible slightly higher propensity of farmers to sell their animals. 
3.4. Cattle production 
Results in Table 5 indicate that extensive systems are the most common for both cattle producers (all 
respondents) and cattle fatteners groups (two-third of respondents). As indicated earlier, most cattle 
are grazed on SNL, which is confirmed by the survey’s results. This is also the case for almost 90% of 
cattle fatteners. 
Seven out of 28 fatteners (25%) has indicated the exclusive use of stall-feed system (zero grazing), while 
other cattle producers and cattle fatteners indicated the use of a mixed system where grazing prevail 
when pasture is available with supplementation of crops residues, fodder and feed during the dry 
season. Only very few, seven out of 36 cattle fatteners use of industrial feed. This has 2 important 
implications: first, the daily weight gain per animal will be very low resulting in a longer fattening period; 
second, it indicates that commercially available feeds are expensive which discourages cattle fatteners 
to opt for stall-feeding system. This is also confirmed by the low success of the fattening contracts 
programme established between SMI and cattle fatteners in the past. 
As previously indicated, sampled farmers are located in regions where access to irrigation water is 
available, which explains that 60% of cattle producers and cattle fatteners use also crop residues for 
animal feeding. Sixty per cent of cattle producer and cattle fatteners use also crop residues for animal 
feeding which mostly entails letting the animals into the cropping areas after harvest or feeding them 
residues from legume production. There is very limited crop residue conservation taking place. (Table 5). 
The use of sugarcane tops still very low among farmers albeit this residue of the sugarcane industry is 
abundant in the region. 
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Table 5. Cattle production system 
Variable Level Cattle producers Cattle Fatteners 
(n=53) (n=28)*
Type of cattle production** (%) Zero grazing 0.0 19.4 
Grazing 100.0 66.7 
Mixed 45.3 25.0 
Type of grazing** (%) Communal 100.0 89.3 
Private 7.5 0.0 
Rangeland 34.0 0.0 
Zero 0.0 10.7 
Type of feed used** (%) Pasture 98.1 82.1 
Crop residues 60.4 60.7 
Sugarcane residues 20.8 17.9 
Hay 15.1 3.6 
Conserved fodder 7.5 7.1 
Industrial Feed 0.0 25.0 
*This number corresponds to the fatteners who are currently (during the last 12 months) undertaking fattening activities. The rest of group 
respondents indicated that they have not been involved in animal fattening during the last year. 
**Multiple selection was possible
3.5. Cattle trading 
Cattle producers in Swaziland, as stated earlier are reluctant to sell their animals. This is confirmed by 
the average number of cattle sold per year by cattle producers which is 3.47 (Table 6). As expected, 
cattle traders have the highest number of cattle sold per year (more than 37) but the standard deviation 
indicates that the data is widely spread among the group. Cattle fatteners occupy the second position 
with around 18 head of cattle sold per year. This could be considered as relatively a low average taking 
into consideration that fattening activity represents the main source of income for an important 
proportion of the sampled fatteners. However, the high standard deviation indicates that cattle sales 
vary significantly within the group of fatteners. Cattle producers generally sell different types of cattle 
ranging from 1-2 year steers/bull up to old cows, while cattle fatteners mainly sell mature male cattle (3-
5 year) which they consider the best animal age/weight to market. Less frequently, cattle fatteners do 
also sell weaners and young cattle (1.-2 year steer/bull). On the other side, cattle traders’ sales vary 
from weaners up to mature male cattle. They also sell old cows but less frequently. 
Almost 53% of cattle fatteners did not sell any cattle the previous year, as some of them ceased 
feedlotting in the year 2009. Almost a third of cattle producers (28%) have not sold any cattle during the 
Innovative beef value chain development schemes in southern Africa             15 
last 12 months, said reasons were either stock building or there was no need to sell. Only one cattle 
trader never sold cattle the previous year because of lack of capital. 
Table 6. Type of cattle sold*
Variable Cattle producers (%) 
(n=53) 
Cattle fatteners (%) 
(n=36) 
Cattle traders (%) 
(n=22) 
Type of cattle: 
Weaners 
1–2 year steers/bull 














Number sold per year** 3.47 (2.83) 18.35 (36.10) 37.52 (47.47) 
Price** SZL4,382.68 (983.68) SZL20.51(4.88) /kg 
*Multiple selection was possible
*figures in parentheses are standard deviations
Cattle producers market their animals through mainly two channels: butcheries or selling cattle to other 
producers. A smaller proportion of producers market their animals to processors/abattoirs (Figure 6), 
however butchers remain the first ranked customers for cattle producers. 
Figure 6. Marketing channels* 
The trend is somehow different in the case of fatteners who also mainly work with two types of buyers: 
SMI and butchers. Although this result was expected, it’s important to highlight the difference between 




























*Multiple selection was possible 
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sampled fatteners indicated that SMI is their first client, while only 19% of the respondents reported 
that butcheries are their first customer. This highlights the impact of the contractual fattening 
programme between SMI and the fatteners. These contracts are verbal agreements that may also exist 
between fatteners and butchers.  
As expected, traders have more diversified marketing channels where for the majority of them butchers 
are among the important customers. A more focused look on the ranking of these buyers indicates that 
producers (36%) and SMI (32%) are ranked as the first customers for cattle traders which once again 
highlight the important role of SMI as cattle buyers during the last years. 
The mean price of selling cattle for producers is SZL4,382.68/animal; this is an average price including all 
types of cattle being sold by the producers. Cattle fatteners mostly sell animals on the basis of live 
weight (in Emalangeni per kilogram), the mean price being SZL20.51 /kg (USD2/kg). 
Traders were also asked about their main purchase channels for cattle. Results indicated that all 
respondents (those who bought animals during the last 12 months) indicated cattle producers among 
their suppliers, followed by collectors/traders (47%), and then brokers (21%). Again, if we only focus on 
the first ranked cattle supplier, almost all respondents (95%) indicated that cattle producers are their 
main supplier. This result shows the importance of cattle producers within the beef value chain in 
Swaziland and how vital to get them more market oriented and more involved in cattle business 
activities. This could be probably further improved if market infrastructure would exist as currently all 
transactions take place at the dip tanks.  
Table 7 indicates the type of cattle purchased by cattle traders from cattle producers and the 
reasons/purpose for purchasing, changes in number of cattle being purchased and reasons for the 
changes. Almost two-thirds of traders purchased weaners, almost half of them purchased 1–2 year 
steers/bulls, and one-third purchased 3–5 year male cattle, while only one-fifth (23%) purchased old 
cows during the last 12 months. A majority of cattle traders indicated that they sell the animals soon 
after purchase acting as brokers or intermediaries, and more than half of them fatten the animals for 
later sale (adding value through fattening activities). 
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Table 7. Type of cattle purchased from cattle producers 
Variable Definition Cattle traders (%) 
(n=22) 
Type of cattle* Weaners 
1–2 year old steers/bull 






Reason for purchase* Fattening for later sale 
Sale after purchase 


























No. purchased per year** 52.47 (53.58) 
*Multiple selection was possible
**figure in parentheses is standard deviation
Each and every season there are changes in the number of cattle being purchased or sold, 46% of cattle 
traders stated that the number of cattle they purchased have now decreased compared to previous 
years, 18% traders have experience constant purchases while 14% have recorded an increase in the 
number of cattle purchased. Cattle traders cited a number of reasons for the decrease or constant 
supply of cattle; 64% of traders had credit challenges, that is, capital to buy cattle; 46% cited pricing 
issues (cattle were expensive, high transaction costs), and contradicting the Swazi situation only 9% 
cited shortage of cattle supply as a reason for decrease in cattle purchase. The mean number of cattle 
purchased per year by a cattle trader is 52.47. 
In conclusion, a high proportion of cattle traders (73%) are conducting their business activities in 
Lubombo region while a lower proportion (14%) trade in Hhohho region. Of the surveyed traders, only 
one trader located in Lubombo region traded in all the four regions of Swaziland and four traders trade 
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in two regions, either, Lubombo and Manzini, Lubombo and Shiselweni, Lubombo and Hhohho or 
Hhohho and Manzini. 
3.6. Trading contract agreements 
Cattle trading in Swaziland is not operated as a commercial business, for this reason contractual 
arrangements are rare and if done it is usually under verbal agreements. From the interviewed value 
chain actors around 43% of cattle producers, 65% of cattle fatteners and 52% of cattle traders are 
engaged in verbal/purchasing agreements.  
Farmers (producers, fatteners and traders) who indicated having verbal agreement with their buyers 
were asked to indicate with whom they have such agreements (Figure 7). Cattle producers have verbal 
agreements mainly with butchers and other cattle producers, which in some way confirm the previous 
results on the main marketing channels (Figure 6). As expected, fatteners are mainly verbally/written 
engaged with SMI, and some of them have also verbal agreements with butchers. The case of traders is 
different from the other stakeholders. 
Figure 7. Trading contractual agreements* 
In fact traders are for some reasons less proponent to have contractual written/verbal agreements with 
their clients and if it’s the case, they’ll prefer to stick to few of them. This is indicated by the relatively 
low proportion of traders who have verbal agreements with butchers: only 45% from the sub-group of 
traders who have contractual agreements with their customers while previously (Figure 6) it was shown 
that 82% of the traders are selling beef meat or live animals to the butcheries. 
Table 8 indicates the contents of a verbal purchasing agreement that a cattle buyer may enter into with 


























*Multiple selection was possible 
Innovative beef value chain development schemes in southern Africa             19 
that cattle buyers and/or cattle sellers are looking for when buying/selling the animals. Cattle buyers 
(such as, butchers, SMI, abattoirs , traders and farmers) and cattle sellers (producers, fatteners, traders) 
agree on the following important modalities before transacting: season (time of year), price, body 
condition of animal, weight of animal, age of animal, animal health regime followed, conditions and 
timing of payments and transport of animal at the time of sale. These are the general trends observed 
for the three studied cattle value chain actors; however it’s important to highlight that in few cases, the 
importance of specific agreements varies among the farmers. For instance, the feeding regime followed 
is in general an important aspect for cattle fatteners and not important for a high proportion of 
producers. 
Generally the following aspects are not very important for the three groups of actors when negotiating 
the verbal contract: the animal breed, transport and supply of feed (except for fatteners), supply of any 
other livestock/cropping services or inputs by buyer, agreements surrounding labor or wage, exchange 
of any consumer goods and transport of animals at any time during growth. It’s interesting that results 
from cattle fatteners are relatively different compared to the two other groups of producers and 
traders. In the latter case, there is somehow unanimity of responses from cattle producers or cattle 
traders (the proportions generally range between 70 and 100%) while in the case of fatteners for many 
responses it’s possible to observe quasi-equal proportions (40 to 50%). 
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Table 8. Contents of verbal purchasing contracts* 
Variable Definition Cattle Producers (%) 
(n=21) 
Cattle Fatteners (%) 
(n=19) 
Cattle Traders (%) 
(n=10) 
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Supply of any cropping services 

















































*Proportions corresponds to the sub-sample of farmers who have verbal agreements with buyers/sellers
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3.7. Fattening contracts agreements 
As the main objective of this project is to provide producers, fatteners and traders with loans to buy 
cattle and also to pay for operational costs, we were interested to check whether cattle producers and 
cattle fatteners were able to collaborate with the traders on the basis of a contractual agreement which 
specifies the technical and operational requirements for the fattening. Table 9 reports the different 
modalities discussed. First it’s important to highlight the fact that the proportion of farmers involved in 
fattening activities is very low (less than half) and none of the producers reported that he has been 
involved in such livestock activities. Almost one third of traders have been involved in cattle fattening.  
The majority of fatteners’ respondents started their activity recently (5 years ago) and almost all of them 
have feedlot premises with varying capacities. 
The three famer groups have provided approximately the same information about their preferred 
characteristics for weaners to be fattened and the fattening period. However some differences do exist 
and it’s worthy to highlight them. First, it seems that fatteners prefer buying younger animals (15.2 
months on average) compared to traders (17.9 months) and producers (18.3 months). The former are 
also willing to pay slightly a higher price compared to the two other groups, and prefer selling the 
fattened animal at around 450 kg weight which is higher compared to the targeted average weight of 
the other groups. This probably indicates the expertise and experience of the fatteners compared to 
traders and producers. Interestingly, it’s the traders’ group who are proposing the highest selling price 
this is probably due to their experience in cattle trading and the availability of potential buyers for 
quality beef. 
When assessing the average daily weight gain (the ratio between the average weight gain during the 
fattening period by the average number of days of the fattening period) from the results in Table 9, 
fattener (1.436 kg/day) and trader (1.421 kg/day) groups present the highest average indicators 
compared to the producer group (1.263). This was expected since that the former groups have some 
experience in fattening activities. However, these daily weight gains are very high compared to other 
experiences in Africa and in other developing countries. For instance, in Nigeria, Ayoola and Ayoade 
(1991) found that feeding a two-year cattle with crop residues supplemented with agro-industrial 
byproducts (cottonseed cake (CSC), brewers' dried grains (BDG) and molasses) for 120 days resulted in a 
daily weight gain of 0.67Kg/day. 
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Table 9. Fattening contracts’ details 
Producers Fatteners Traders 
(n=53) (n=36) (n=22) 
Fattening activities (%) Yes 0.0 38.9 31.8 
No 100.0 61.1 68.2 
Best start weight (kg) Mean 205.8 259.8 224.4 
Min/max/mode 80/400/200 50/600/250 110/300/220 
Best age (month) Mean 18.3 15.2 17.9 
Min/max/mode 6/36/18 6/36/12 6/24/18 
Market price weaner Mean 3,367.3 3,540.0 3,340.9 
Min/max/mode 1,500/5,000/3000 2,000/7,000/3,200 2,000/4,500/3,250 
Weight at selling (kg) Mean 368.3 451.1 380 
Min/max/mode 120/500/400 200/700/450 200/500/400 
Period of fattening Mean 128.6 133.2 109.5 
(days) Min/max/mode 62/360/102.5 90/360/120 80/180/90 
Selling price Mean 6,604.1 6,235.3 6,742.9 
Min/max/mode 3,000/10,000/7,000 3,500/11,000/5,750 4,500/9,000/7,000 
Contract fattening (%) Yes 66.0 80.6 72.7 
No 34.0 19.4 27.3 
How many animals Mean 5.3 9.9 22.3 
(head/year) Min/max /mode 2/15/5 2/20/10 3/100/10 
Type of animals (%) Weaner 37.1 44.8 37.5 
1–2 year old 
steer/bull 
54.3 34.5 43.8 
3–5 year male cattle 20.0 17.2 18.7 
Old cows 5.7 3.5 0.0 
Pay operational costs (%) Yes 42.9 65.5 62.5 
No 57.1 34.5 37.5 
Profit share (%) Mean 0.48 0.38 0.27 
Min/max /mode 0.10/0.80/0.50 0.10/0.75/0.4 0.05/0.5/0.25 
Amount of money Mean 2971.4 2800.0 ---- 
expected (E) Min/max /mode 1500/5000/2500 1000/6000/1500 ---- 
Payment mode (%) Per kg weight gain 62.9 75.9 62.5 
Share of final price 37.1 24.1 37.5 
Monitor growth rate Yes 85.7 89.7 100.0 
via weighting (%) No 14.3 10.3 0.0 
Monitor feed levels Yes 80.0 75.9 93.8 
and type on hand No 20.0 24.1 6.2 
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Table 9 (Cont.). Fattening contracts details 
Producers Fatteners Traders 
(n=53) (n=36) (n=22) 
Monitor feed levels Yes 85.7 75.0 93.8 
and type actually fed (%) No 14.3 25.0 6.2 
Monitor animal health Yes 100.0 93.1 100.0 
in general (%) No 0.0 6.9 0.0 
Monitor animal health Yes 100.0 93.1 100.0 
interventions (%) No 0.0 6.9 0.0 
Who is responsible if Trader 48.6 75.9 56.2 
the animal dies  Producer/fattener 37.1 24.1 31.2 
within 1 month? (%) Both 14.3 0.0 12.5 
Who is responsible if Trader 77.2 32.2 31.2 
the animal dies Producer/fattener 11.4 60.7 56.2 
after 1 month? (%) Both 11.4 7.1 12.5 
Who is responsible if  Trader 71.4 28.6 31.2 
the animal is stolen? (%) Producer/fattener 11.4 53.6 43.8 
Both 17.2 17.8 25.0 
Share repaying the loan Yes 60.0 75.9 ---- 
If unsuccessful? (%)  No 40.0 24.1 ---- 
If yes, how? (%) Cash payment of an 
agreed amount 
47.6 45.5 75.0 
Cash payment for all 
feed and input costs 
advanced 
14.3 22.7 18.8 
Contribution of some % 
other animals which 
would be sold 
19.1 9.1 6.2 
Provision of a 
replacement animal 
19.1 22.7 0.0 
Another offer, what do Stick with the contract 54.3 51.7 50.0 
You do? (%) Renegotiate contract 22.8 34.5 25.0 
Buy other animals 2.9 10.3 18.8 
Abandon contract 20.0 3.5 6.2 
The same pattern was recorded in the case of Vietnamese cattle producers who have grown fodder 
(forage grasses) and used concentrate feed from farm-grown ingredients (such as cassava and rice bran) 
to fatten thin cattle provided by the traders and reached acceptable weight gain of 0.775 kg/day for a 3 
month period of time (IFAD 2011). 
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The majority of respondent groups are willing to be on a written contractual fattening agreement with 
the other stakeholder. Two-thirds of cattle producers and more than 80% of cattle fatteners accept to 
sign fattening contract with traders. Almost three-quarters of the traders are also willing to contract 
cattle producers/fatteners for fattening activities. These results indicate that the important enabling 
condition of partners’ willingness to collaborate on a contractual and clear basis exists. 
Cattle producers are on average willing to fatten around five animals per year. Fatteners are willing to 
fatten on average 10 animals/year while for the traders’ group the average is around 22 animals/year 
(the standard deviation is very high and the median is 10 animals). Generally the three groups prefer 
growing weaners and/or 1–2 year old steer/bull, although a slightly higher proportion of fatteners (45%) 
prefer weaners and higher proportions of traders (44%) and of producers (54%) prefer 1–2 year old 
steer/bull. 
When asked if they would agree to bear the operational costs of animal feeding, animal health and 
transport, less than half of cattle producers accepted. Almost two-thirds of both cattle fatteners and 
cattle traders accepted to bear these operational costs. The majority of cattle producers prefer sharing 
the benefits with the traders rather than asking for a fixed amount. In the former case, on average 
producers want to almost equally (48%) split the benefits with the traders after deducting operational 
costs. Nearly the same proportion of fatteners is willing to share on average 38% of the benefits with 
the traders. The latter stated that on average they are willing to share 27% of the benefits with the 
producers/fatteners after bearing the operational costs. 
These differences in profit sharing were expected since every group of actors tries to allocate the 
highest profits and also because this type of contract scheme is innovative/new for the different 
stakeholders involved. In a similar study in Vietnam (IFAD 2011), traders contracted loans from 
development bank and allocated cattle to producers for fattening. Feeding and labour costs were bear 
by the producers/fatteners. The agreement stated that the farmers would receive 90% of the benefit of 
the increased live weight gain during the fattening period. The trader would benefit from trading and 
receive 10% of the value of the weight gain generated to compensate him for his time and cost of loan 
(IFAD 2011). 
Almost the majority of respondents from the three groups indicated that they prefer monitoring the 
different production and fattening activities related to growth rate, feeding levels and types, and animal 
health and vaccination. This indicates that both contracted parties are concerned by the fattening 
activities and want to be involved in order to decrease the risks of financial losses due to poor fattening 
programme and animal health issues. However when it comes to taking responsibility of animal death, 
the responses differ among the three groups. A high proportion of cattle fatteners and more than half of 
cattle traders agree that if the animal dies within one month of the start of the fattening programme, it 
is the trader who is responsible. If the animal dies after one month it will be the responsibility of the 
fattener. For the producers’ group, the majority of respondent stated that the trader is always held 
responsible for the cattle death. If the animal is stolen again the majority of fatteners and traders stated 
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that it will be the responsibility of the fatteners, while the majority of cattle producers indicated that the 
trader will be held responsible of the stolen animal. 
Interestingly, a high proportion of producers and fatteners accept to share repaying the loan if the 
fattening activity was not successful. They generally prefer to agree with the trader on a specific amount 
that will be paid cash. When the three cattle value chain actors were asked what they will do if they 
have a better offer, more than half of respondents indicated they will stick with the actual contract. 
Others indicated they will renegotiate the contract and only one-fifth of the producers indicated they 
will abandon the contract. 
To conclude, from the results on this section, the general perception of establishing fattening contracts 
between cattle traders and cattle fatteners or cattle producers is positive and very promising. The 
majority of respondents are willing to take part to this scheme and want to be involved and monitor the 
fattening activities to increase the chances of success. 
 3.8. Access to services 
Tables 10 and 11 provide information on access to extension services, market information, training and 
credit which play a vital role in the promotion of livestock production and marketing, thereby improving 
farmers’ income and human capital. According to the survey results in Table 10, the proportion of cattle 
producers who have access to extension services is relatively low (29%), and slightly higher (42%) in the 
case cattle fatteners. Access to extension services is one of the factors for successful fattening and cattle 
production as farmers need the relevant expertise to improve their production skills. Results show that 
farmers are still unable to access these services. The provision of extension services to farmers in 
Swaziland is mainly the government’s role. SWADE has taken over some of these services as government 
extension officers have difficulties in accessing the remote areas (limited support in terms of transport). 
The survey results indicate that cattle farmers have access to a selection of market information sources 
(Table 10). On average, 64% and 81% of cattle producers and cattle fatteners respectively have access to 
market information, such as market price information, type of animals to purchase/sell, type of buyers 
and quality of animals. For cattle producers, the main sources of information are other farmers 
(including traders), butchers, extension officers (government). While for cattle fatteners government 
extension officers are the most cited source of information followed by butchers and farmers. 
Training is an important factor in production and marketing of livestock in any developing country; 
however, a number of smallholder farmers are still unable to access training as a service. This service is 
mainly provided by government and non-governmental organizations. As shown in Table 10, almost half 
of cattle producers and cattle fatteners received cattle production training mainly on the following: 
record keeping, beef cattle marketing, beef cattle health, general farm management, pasture/rangeland 
establishment and management, and beef cattle feeding. 
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Table 10. Access to services, information and training 
Variables Definition Cattle producers (%) 
(n=53) 
Cattle fatteners (%) 
(n=36) 
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Type of training* Record keeping 
Beef cattle marketing 
Beef cattle health 
General farm Mgt. 
Pasture/rangeland est. and 
Mgt. 













*Multiple selection was possible
3.9. Access to credit 
Access to credit is one of the factors for successful livestock production and marketing as farmers need 
credit to improve their investment in new and improved technologies and purchasing of cattle. Inability to 
access credit inhibits production and hence there is a need for the improvement of credit availability. But 
to access credit from a commercial bank for instance; you need to have at least a bank account. The results 
from the sampled farmers indicate that the majority of cattle fatteners and cattle traders (around 91%) 
have a bank account (Table 11). These accounts were savings, investments and transmission accounts. The 
proportion of cattle producers with a bank account is lower (70%) compared to the other two groups; 
however, this is still higher compared to other cattle producers in developing countries. 
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Almost half of cattle producers and cattle traders contracted a loan from a bank or a financial 
institution, and it is also the case for 70% of cattle fatteners. The latter who usually have written 
purchase agreement with SMI (or other meat processors) are logically more disposed to get the loans. 
Interestingly the Swaziland Development Finance Corporation (FINCORP), which is a private bank, is the 
main loan provider for cattle producers (almost two-third of cattle producers who contracted a loan) 
and cattle fatteners. Almost half of cattle traders who had contracted a loan declared that Swazibank 
(also a private bank) was their provider. Surprisingly, the majority of the financial institutions named by 
the three types of respondents are private banks. The role of micro-finance institutions as loan providers 
for the livestock sector seems very limited.  
Table 11. Access to credit 














Loan from bank or Yes 52.8 69.4 50.0 
financial institution No 47.2 30.6 50.0 
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Vunisa Farmers 



































Type of credit Cash money in advance 
Loan 












































*Multiple selection was possible
a Proportions are calculated from the total number of producers or fatteners or traders who accessed the loans
b Proportions are calculated from the total number of producers or fatteners who borrowed money 
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Generally, the loans contracted by cattle producers, cattle fatteners and cattle traders are for livestock 
and farming activities, although in few cases farmers could contract loans for other non-agricultural 
activities. Almost half of cattle producers and 55% of cattle fatteners and cattle traders indicated that 
they got access to credit for livestock/farming activities. But in addition to these formal money 
borrowing institutions, informal ways represent also an important source of credit. In fact, 
friends/relatives were the most sited source of borrowing money for cattle producers and cattle 
fatteners. 
Traders were also asked if they prefer getting directly an individual loan from a financial institution or if 
they prefer to get the loan from a traders’ association after allocation from the bank. Almost two thirds 
of the traders (64%) declared preferring getting the loan individually and directly from the financial 
institution. The rest of respondent preferred borrowing the money from the traders’ association.  
3.10. Farmers’ association 
Establishment of farmers groups registered as farmer companies are encouraged in the LUSIP and KDDP 
area, as this will maximize the outreach of the project. According to the survey results (Table 12), 55% of 
cattle producers, 92% of cattle fatteners and 64% of cattle traders are members of an association. The 
main type of association that cattle farmers are involved in is sugarcane farmers association as this was 
the purpose of the SWADE projects.  
In addition there are feedlot farming association, maize farmers’ association, and savings and credit 
cooperatives. It is evident from the results that the main benefit of being in an association or 
cooperative is that of improved income, access to credit, acquisition of new technologies and ideas, 
collective action and access to piped water for farming and production. Even though there is a national 
farmers’ association called Swaziland National Agricultural Union (SNAU), the cattle farmers suggested 
that there is a need for a beef cattle farmers association if beef production will happen in a more market 
oriented way. 
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Table 12. Farmer associations 
















Benefits of joining* Improvement of income 
Collective action 
Access to credit 
Acquisition of new technologies 
and ideas 
















Type of association Sugarcane FA 
Feedlot A 
Maize FA 

















*Multiple selection was possible
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4. Conclusions and recommendations
The aim of this study was to assess smallholder cattle producers, fatteners and traders’ access to credit 
and strengthening vertical coordination for cattle production and marketing in Swaziland. Specifically 
the study characterized cattle farmers’ production and marketing activities, their access to credit, and 
their involvement into a beef value chain contractual agreement with other actors of the chain. 
Cattle production and trading plays an important role in the livelihood of cattle producers, cattle 
fatteners and cattle traders. For cattle producers it’s a source of income and it also provide draught 
power for crop farming. Cattle traders are generally also involved in many others agricultural and non-
agricultural activities which enable them to reduce risk and generate additional income and liquidity. 
Extensive systems using SNL is the predominant production system for the sampled populations, which 
has not only environmental implications (overgrazing and land degradation), but also affects animal 
growth as without supplementation it will only produce low quality animals. The existence of irrigation 
systems, acceptable plot sizes and crops should be better valued by cattle producers and fatteners, by 
growing fodder and using crop residues as feed resources for cattle. 
A large majority of cattle producers, cattle fatteners and cattle traders have limited or inexistent 
knowledge on the use of suitable feed resources to fatten the animals. Although the Swazi government 
is providing extension services, the proportion of cattle producers and cattle fatteners who have access 
to these services are low. More work is needed to reach a higher number of beneficiaries. 
The recent experience of fattening scheme contracts between SMI and cattle producers or cattle 
fatteners was not successful because of the feeding programme mainly based on grain intakes (high 
production costs) and also because of the monopolistic position of SMI. Lessons should be learnt to 
avoid such failures. 
Written fattening and/or selling contracts are very rare in Swaziland. However, value chain actors have 
verbal agreements (between buyers and sellers) which specifies the date of selling, the price, etc. The 
majority of respondents who were involved in this study are willing to be sign written contractual 
agreement between traders and producers/fatteners specifying the number of animals, who pays the 
operational costs, the profit share, the payment mode, etc. Surprisingly an important proportion of 
cattle producers/fatteners accept to share repaying the loan contracted by the trader if the fattening 
activity is not successful. This is of good notice for further possible implementation of written fattening 
contacts. 
The majority of producers, fatteners and traders have a bank account, but less than half of them were 
able to access credits from the banks or any other financial institutions. The lack of collaterals is the 
main constraint because the majority operates on SNL which is held in trust of the Swazi nation by the 
king. Swazi government and the private banks should agree on acceptable solutions that overcome this 
constraint. In other countries, private banks accept to consider animals as collateral. Currently, informal 
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credit sources such as friends and relatives represent the most accessible lenders. However this is not a 
long term sustainable solution if there is real willingness from the Swazi government and the other value 
chain actors to develop and improve the beef sector. 
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